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ABSTRACT 
11 
Literature suggests that gender stereotypical expectations dictate perceptions of what is deemed 
appropriate for women and men. Research shows that women are victims of stricter standards 
and gender-biased evaluations, especially when in stereotypical male roles, and despite being 
equally qualified are often not hired or promoted at the same rate. The current study investigated 
whether people are biased against women leaders by presenting participants with vignettes where 
the only difference was the leader's gender, name, and personal pronouns referring to him or her, 
while all other characteristics were held constant. While there was no difference between 
evaluation ratings on the Performance Scale, this research showed a tendency for participants to 
evaluate women leaders less favorably than male leaders in respect to quality of work and 
likeability, and gave women lower promotion ratings. Findings concerning use of a warning 
regarding the existence of gender-stereotypes were conflicting. Use of a warning inflated 
111 
performance ratings for both genders, but increased perceptions of women leader's quality of 
work to the point they received equal ratings as men. The warning positively affected likeability 
ratings of women leaders, such that participants receiving a warning rated women as likeable as 
men. However, given the lack of interaction between warning and gender on the Promotion 
Scale, these effects may not be strong enough to warrant the use of a warning against such 
gender-stereotypes. Additional research is needed to better understand the implications of the use 
of a warning as an attempt to reduce gender stereotypical expectations. 
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Chapter I: Introduction 
Literature suggests that gender stereotypical expectations dictate perceptions of what is 
deemed appropriate for women and men. Leadership roles have generally been found to align 
more strongly with male gender role characteristics - assertive, independent, aggressive, and 
competitive - than female gender role characteristics - nurturing, caring, warm, unselfish, and 
communal, thus putting men in a better position to obtain these positions (Eagly, Makhijani, & 
Klonsky, 1992; Eagly, Karau, & Makhijani, 1995; Heilman, 2001; Schein, 2001). 
Statement of the Problem 
Women are expected to fulfill roles incongruent with those expected of leaders, making it 
difficult for them to excel in leadership positions (Eagly et aI., 1992; Schein; 2001; Heilman, 
2001; Heilman & Haynes, 2005). Moreover, gender stereotypical expectations have been found 
to lead to negative perceptions of women leaders, resulting in less favorable evaluations of 
women and less frequent promotions than equally qualified men (Lyness & Heilman, 2006; 
Stroh, Brett, & Reilly, 1992). Research suggests that people can control stereotypes when they 
are directed to avoid letting them affect their judgments (Blair & Banaji, 1996); to date, however, 
there is no method in place to attempt to reduce the impact of gender stereotypical expectations. 
Importance of the Study 
According to the United States Department of Labor, women made up nearly 51 % of 
management, professional, and related positions in 2008. As such, it is important for researchers 
to determine how gender stereotypical expectations influence evaluations of women employees, 
and if factors can be identified which will reduce this affect. 
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Purpose of the Study 
The present study is concerned with whether people are indeed biased against women 
leaders and, ifthose biases exist, whether they lead to lower evaluations and promotions ratings 
and to women being perceived as less likeable. In an effort to further the research currently being 
conducted in the field, the present study will also investigate whether a warning regarding the 
existence of gender stereotypes can reduce gender-biased evaluations. 
Hypotheses 
It is hypothesized that (1) women leaders will receive lower evaluation ratings, (2) lower 
likeability ratings, and (3) fewer promotion recommendations than their male counterparts. 
However, as research on stereotyping and control suggests that people can control stereotypes 
under certain conditions, it is hypothesized that (4) participants receiving a warning regarding the 
existence of gender-stereotypes will provide more positive evaluations of women leaders than 
those that do not receive the warning. 
Limitations 
The tendency to evaluate women leaders unfavorably may be more common or accepted 
in organizational settings, thus limiting how strongly the results from the present study can be 
compared to outcomes that may occur in an organizational setting. Additionally, those 
conducting performance evaluations in an actual organizational setting typically have more 
information about employees than the participants in the current study were presented with. In 
addition, participants in this study only rated one gender; it would be beneficial to see ifthere 
would be similar findings if participants rated both genders. It would also be valuable to adapt 
the study to examine whether similar results would occur if a different measurement tool was 
utilized. Finally, additional research is needed to determine whether similar responses would 
occur again or ifthe effects of the warning is isolated to this group of students. 
Methodology 
3 
The 88 participants (45 females and 43 males) were provided access to the research study 
via a link posted on the University of Wisconsin - Stout psychology participant pool website. 
Students that elected to participate were provided with a set of online research materials, the first 
page of which assured voluntary participation and stated that completion of the materials would 
be interpreted as given consent to participate. The study was said to be designed to examine the 
effect that different types of performance appraisals have on evaluations and whether format 
matters. Participants were then provided with background on the use of performance appraisals 
and told that for the purpose ofthe study they would be taking on the employer's role in rating 
an employee and making reward recommendations based on the employee's performance 
appraisal. 
Next, some participants received a warning on the existence of gender-stereotypes while 
others went straight to the Employee Performance Appraisal materials. The warning was 
designed to try to make participants consciously aware of gender-stereotypes in an attempt to 
re<,luce stereotyping. 
The Employee Performance Appraisal materials consisted of background information on 
the employee's length of time with the company (5 years), time spent in their present leadership 
position (4 years), department (Purchasing), position title (Level II Administrator), and appraisal 
period. This job was selected based on testing conducted by Heilman and Chen (2005) that 
validated the gender neutrality of the position. The only difference on the appraisal materials was 
the leader's gender, name, and personal pronouns referring to him or her. Also included was a 
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list ofperfonnance factors/skills and the employee's work rating for each skill based on a 5-point 
Likert scale ranging from (1) below standards to (5) commendable. The perfonnance factors 
included on the appraisal were skills and knowledge, quality of work, dependability, flexibility, 
emotional stability, planning and organizing, delegation of tasks, and time management. The 
employee was rated 'above standards' on three of the factors/skills, 'exceeds standards' on four 
factors, and 'commendable' on one other. 
The final section of the perfonnance appraisal was an open-ended section on the 
employee's work behavior and included a short summary consisting of task-oriented and 
interpersonal leadership skills. These leadership skills were included since previous research 
suggests that successful leaders tend to utilize both feminine and masculine leadership skills. 
The subsequent materials included a questionnaire that asked participants to rate the 
employee's job perfonnance, like ability, and to provide reward recommendations using a 7-point 
Likert scale. The last portion of the research study asked for demographic infonnation on 
participants' gender, age, year in school, if they are or were a supervisor, and if they ever had a 
female supervisor. Finally, participants were fully debriefed as to the purpose of the study and 
thanked for their participation. 
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Chapter II: Literature Review 
Research suggests that despite being equally qualified as men, women are often not rated 
equally or promoted at the same rate (Rosen & Jerdee, 1974; Stroh, Brett, & Reilly, 1992). 
Studies on gender and stereotyping attribute these findings to gender stereotyped expectations, 
since leadership roles tend to align more strongly with male than female gender role 
characteristics(Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992; Eagly, Karau, & Makhijani, 1995; Heilman, 
2001; Schein, 2001; Guimond, Chatard, & Martinot, 2006). In 2008, women made up nearly 
51 % of management, professional, and related positions in the United States (U.S. Department of 
Labor, 2009). As such, it is important for researchers to determine how gender stereotyped 
expectations influence evaluations of women employees, and if factors can be identified which 
will reduce this affect. 
Evidence of Gender-Stereotyping 
Research suggests that men are often viewed as possessing more of the characteristics of 
successful leaders - assertive, independent, aggressive, and competitive - than women in general. 
On the other hand, women are more often viewed as nurturing, selfless, warm, and aware of 
others' feelings (Schien 1973; 1975; Heilman, Block, Martell, & Simon, 1989; Eagly et aI., 
1992; Kawakami, White, & Langer, 2000). Consequently, women taking on roles incongruent 
with gender-stereotypes - in order to be more leader-like - tend to be evaluated more negatively 
(Rosen & Jerdee, 1974; Stroh et aI., 1992; Eagly et aI., 1992; Rudman & Glick, 2001; Heilman 
& Chen, 2005; Lyness & Heilman, 2006). Fortunately, there is research suggesting that 
stereotypes are changing, albeit slowly (Duehr & Bono, 2006). 
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In 1973, Schien developed a descriptive index to examine the extent to which men in 
general and women in general are perceived as having characteristics attributed to successful 
middle managers. He had male managers rate either women in general, men in general, or 
successful middle managers on the 92-item descriptive index. According to results, male 
managers rated men in general as possessing more of the characteristics of successful managers 
than women in general. Interestingly, Schein (1975) found similar findings with female 
managers when the study was replicated. 
Heilman and colleagues (1989) replicated Schein's research and found minimal changes 
in stereotypes of men and women over time, with women in general similarly rated as possessing 
far less ofthe characteristics of successful managers than men in general. However, the study 
was extended by comparing ratings of successful middle managers to ratings of men and women 
managers and 'successful' men and women managers. Results showed women were viewed 
differently when described as managers and even more so when described as successful 
managers (versus women in general). Overall, findings suggested that stereotypes of men and 
women are weakened when more information is provided regarding managerial success. 
Duehr and Bono (2006) revised the Schein Index to examine changes in gender 
stereotypes over time. The researchers found that while male students rated women as having 
fewer of the characteristics of successful managers, male and female managers rated successful 
managers and women as more similar than studies conducted in previous years. More 
specifically, male managers rated women as more leader-like (less submissive and more 
ambitious and confident) than 15-30 years previous; however, men were less likely than women 
to rate women as possessing successful manager characteristics. Interestingly, participants that 
had positive experiences with female managers in the past were more likely to rate women 
higher on management characteristics. 
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Researchers often attribute women's barriers to achieving upper-level leadership 
positions to gender stereotypes (Eagly et al., 1992; Schein; 2001; Heilman, 2001; Heilman & 
Haynes, 2005). For example, Rudman and Glick (2001) examined agentic (independent and self-
assertive) men and women applying for upper-level positions and found that women who took on 
more agentic, stereotypical male qualities were considered less socially skilled than agentic men. 
However, applicants taking on more communal qualities were hired at a lower rate than agentic 
applicants. Results suggest that while upper managerial positions require men and women to 
possess some agentic qualities, women with more masculine characteristics are discriminated 
against. 
Heilman and Chen's (2005) research on altruistic behaviors (assisting fellow employees 
with work-related issues to improve organizational functioning) found the same behavior can 
result in different reactions for men and women as a result of gender-stereotypic expectations. 
Participants reviewed and evaluated performance feedback materials of men and women that did 
or did not behave altruistically and made recommendations based on the performance feedback. 
Results showed that behaving altruistically enhanced men's evaluation and reward 
recommendations, but a lack of altruistic behaviors did not hurt or improve their evaluations. On 
the contrary, altruistic behaviors did not enhance women's evaluations or recommendations; 
however, a lack of altruistic behaviors resulted in unfavorable evaluations and fewer 
recommendations. In other words, altruistic behaviors were rewarded in men and not appreciated 
in women, and the absence of such behaviors were disregarded in men and punished in women. 
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Interestingly, men that displayed altruistic behaviors received similar reactions as men 
that did not help other employees, and women with whom there was no information regarding 
their altruistic behaviors received the same reactions as women that were reported as providing 
work related help (Heilman & Chen, 2005). These findings suggest that women are expected to 
be caring and helpful and automatically assumed to be so, whereas men are expected and 
assumed to be assertive and competitive. 
Categorization and Gender Stereotyping 
While research supports the concept that gender-stereotypic expectations can hinder . 
women's ability to achieve upper-level positions, the question remains, how are these gender-
stereotypes developed? According to Schneider (2004) stereotyping occurs when a person is 
viewed as a member of at least one category that stereotypes may apply to and generalizations 
can be made from. Research on categorization states that people's experiences are clustered into 
mental structures for categorizing people, animals, things, events, and groups, and are then used 
to guide social interaction through generalizations for quick, efficient information processing 
(Schneider, 2004; Moskowitz 2005). As a result, these categories affect people's perceptions and 
general assumptions of how men and women should act in and outside ofthe workforce. 
Consequently, when cues associated with gender are present, these cues trigger and activate a 
person's general expectation, or stereotype, ofthat gender. 
More importantly, stereotypes have been found to have such a strong influence because 
they can affect responses to people or situations without people being consciously aware of their 
influence (Blair & Banaji, 1996; Plant & Devine, 1998). According to Schneider (2004) and 
Moskowitz (2005), people have a tendency to automatically form impressions of others based on 
previous experiences with a person's, or people within a similar category's, behavior. Since this 
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process often occurs without awareness or control, people are frequently led by these stereotypes 
rather than by direct choices. 
Gender Stereotyping and Leadership 
Given that people develop expectations of the behaviors believed appropriate for men and 
women (Schneider, 2004; Eagly et aI., 1992), it seems evident that women and men would take 
on different leadership styles (Eagly & Johnson, 1990). Unlike gender-stereotyped expectations, 
research suggests that women tend to lead using a combination of both feminine and masculine 
leadership styles, whereas men use slightly more masculine styles (Eagly & Johnson, 1990; 
Gardiner & Tiggemann, 1999). However, women taking on more masculine roles receive more 
negative evaluations (Butler & Geis, 1990; Eagly, et aI., 1992). As such, it is not surprising that 
research has found women to report higher job stress than men (Gardiner & Tiggermann, 1999). 
Eagly and Johnson conducted research on gender and leadership styles, particularly task-
oriented (emphasizing outputs), interpersonal (tending to the welfare of others), democratic 
(allowing subordinates to assist in decision making), and autocratic (discouraging subordinates 
suggestions) leadership styles (Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Duehr & Bono, 2006). Researchers first 
had participants estimate the extent each sex was interested in the roles involved in each 
leadership style and the extent they believed themselves capable of performing it. Then, Eagly 
and Johnson reviewed previous research conducted in organizational studies, laboratory 
experiments, and assessment studies. The researchers found that gender differences between task 
and interpersonal styles were small, with women having a stronger tendency to focus on both 
task maintenance and the welfare of others, whereas men focused slightly more on task-oriented 
styles. In addition, women were found to have a higher tendency to take on more democratic 
leadership styles and men more autocratic styles. The researchers attributed these differences to 
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gender stereotypes, suggesting women may need to allow subordinates and peers some input on 
decision-making in order to gain acceptance and self-confidence and therefore be more effective 
leaders. Men, on the other hand, are not as constrained by such biases. Interestingly, men and 
women were found to take on similar leadership styles in male-dominated groups, indicating 
women may lose authority in male-dominated groups if they do not adopt leadership styles more 
typical of males. 
Consistent with these findings, Eagly and colleagues' (1992) research on the evaluations 
of men and women leaders found that women were evaluated more negatively when they took on 
more autocratic leadership styles than when they used any other style; however, when men 
utilized more feminine leadership roles it did not hinder their success. Women received the 
harshest evaluations when working in male-dominated roles and when evaluated by men. 
Gardiner and Tiggemann (1999) examined the impact of industry - male or female-
dominated - on leadership style, stress, and mental health. Similar to Eagly and Johnson (1990), 
research showed that overall women focused more on both task-oriented styles and interpersonal 
styles than men. Again, women in male-dominated fields utilized similar leadership styles as the 
men in those fields; whereas women in female-dominated fields took on more interpersonal 
styles than men. Women in male-dominated fields also reported greater discrimination than 
women in female-dominated fields, as well as poorer mental health when taking on more 
interpersonal leadership styles. Findings indicate that women in male-dominated fields 
experience different pressures than men in similar jobs, or women and men in more female-
dominated industries. There were no significant differences in self-reports of mental health 
between men and women. However, women in both male and female-dominated fields reported 
higher job stress - particularly greater pressures than men concerning office politics, lack of 
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control, discrimination, and being underpromoted, isolated, and overworked. In brief, research 
suggests that women leaders experience greater work stressors than men. 
Butler and Geis (1990) examined men and women taking on leadership roles in mixed-
sex discussions. Participants observed undergraduate students' non verbal cues during mixed-sex 
discussions and were later asked to discuss their impression of men and women who contributed 
to the discussion. Researchers found that women leaders received more negative responses and 
less positive responses than men who offered the same contributions. In general, women who 
took it upon themselves to offer a substantial contribution to discussions and took on leadership 
roles received displeased expressions and impressions from other group members. Similar to 
studies by Heilman (2004; 2005), these findings support the notion that women who take on 
leadership roles are seen as complying with male gender stereotypes rather than their own, 
resulting in negative reactions and therefore lower evaluations. 
Gender-Biased Standards and Evaluations 
Research has found that women are victims of stricter standards and gender-biased 
evaluations, especially when taking on stereotypical male roles (Swim, Borgida, Maruyama, & 
Myers, 1989; Eagly et al., 1992; Heilman & Haynes, 2005; Lyness & Heilman, 2006; Foschi, 
1996). Furthermore, despite being equally qualified as men, women are often not selected for, 
hired or promoted at the same rate as men (Rosen & Jerdee, 1974; Stroh et al., 1992). 
Rosen and Jerdee (1974) investigated the effect of gender stereotypes on evaluations of 
applicants for managerial positions. Participants were presented with a set of job descriptions 
(differing only by gender of the applicant) and asked to evaluate an applicant for each position. 
Results showed that overall men were accepted for each position significantly more often than 
equally qualified women. Men were also evaluated more favorably on suitability, potential for 
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remaining with the company, and potential for fitting in well. Interestingly, women's acceptance 
rates decreased even further when being evaluted for "demanding" positions. 
Eagly, Makhijani, and Klonsky (1992) conducted a review of research on evaluations of 
men and women leaders and found a small overall tendency for female leaders to receive lower 
evaluations than male leaders. However, this tendency became more prevalent under certain 
conditions. In particular, women received lower evaluations when taking on more stereotypical 
masculine leadership styles. Later, research by Lyness and Heilman (2006) examined the 
relationships of type of position and gender on performance evaluations/promotions using two 
years of archival data of upper-level managers. The researchers found that women in 
predominately male positions (i.e. line-job managers) received significantly lower evaluation 
ratings than men in similar positions or women and men in more gender-neutral or feminine 
positions. Furthermore, promotion findings showed that overall women had to meet stricter 
standards than men to receive promotions, suggesting that "women have to work harder to get to 
the same place, doing more and doing it better than men in similar positions" (p. 783). 
Stroh, Brett, and Reilly (1992) examined men and women that were equally educated, 
employed in higher paying positions at equal rates, held equally powerful roles within families, 
and had equal rates of relocation within two years preceding the study. The researchers found 
that despite women being equally qualified they were not promoted at the same rate as fellow 
male managers. Interestingly, women reported being promoted at the same rate, when in fact 
they were promoted less frequently and not receiving pay raises as often as men. 
Several studies have also found that gender-biased evaluations increase when there is 
ambiguity of women's contributions (Swim et aI., 1989; Butler & Geis, 1990; Heilman et aI., 
2004; Heilman & Haynes, 2005). Heilman and colleagues (2004) examined evaluations of 
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women working in mixed-sex groups in traditionally male domains. Findings revealed that when 
there was ambiguity of how women performed they were viewed as less competent and less 
achievement oriented than men. However, when women's successes were made explicitly clear 
there was no difference in men and women's evaluation ratings. A subsequent study by Heilman 
and Haynes (2005) found that ambiguity in women's contributions resulted in women being 
rated as less competent, less influential, and taking less of a leadership role than men. Again, 
only when women's successes and contributions were explicitly clear did their evaluation ratings 
align with men's. 
In other words, only when (1) there was specific information of women's successful 
contributions to the team, (2) contributions to the success of the team were irrefutable, or (3) 
there was clear information regarding excellent past performance, did men and women receive 
equal ratings (Heilman & Haynes, 2005). However, when women did prove their competence 
they were perceived as far less likable and more hostile than males (Heilman et aI., 2004). These 
findings have strong implications for women in organizations, since like ability can affect 
evaluations and possible recommendations. 
Stereotyping and Control 
While people's perceptions and actions are often run by automatic processing and 
stereotyping, people are still, at least partly, in control of their actions (Moskowitz, 2005). 
According to Schneider (2004) when people are made aware of stereotypes, they can attempt to 
control them. Research by Schneider suggests that one of the most effective methods of 
controlling stereotypes is stereotype suppression (directing participants to suppress certain 
stereotypes). However, research has shown that those suppressed stereotypes can reappear at a 
later time (Macrae, Bodenhausen, Milne, & Wheeler, 1996). Macrae and colleagues (1996) have 
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found stereotype suppression to require considerable cognitive demands; therefore, whenever a 
person does not have the cognitive resources required to suppress stereotypes, stereotypical 
thoughts return. Additional research indicates that stereotyping can be reduced when social 
norms against prejudice and stereotyping are established (Plant & Devine, 1998), or when people 
are primed with words related to self-control and control (Araya, Akrami, Ekehammar, & 
Hedlund, 2002). 
Plant and Devine (1998) conducted four trials used to develop and validate a scale 
designed to measure internal and external motivation to respond without prejudice. Throughout 
their research, the experimenters found that participants' agreement with stereotypes of Blacks 
varied according to their motivation to respond without prejudice and the context they 
responded. More specifically, prejudiced participants that were externally motivated to respond 
without prejudice altered their responses when social norms against those prejudices were 
established. 
Araya and colleagues (2002) examined whether priming participants with words 
associated with self-control and control could lessen the effect of stereotypes. Participants were 
either assigned to take the Modem Racial Prejudice Scale (MRPS) or no scale (non-stereotyped 
activation), and then were primed with control-related words or neutral words. When stereotypes 
were activated, participants primed with neutral words had more negative impressions than those 
primed with control-related words. When further analyses of the MRPS scale were conducted, 
researchers found that those primed with control-related words had less negative evaluations than 
those primed with neutral words, regardless of participants' scores on the prejudice scale. In 
other words, control-related primes influenced both high- and low-prejudice participants. 
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Research by Blair and Banaji (1996) suggests that stereotypes can be suppressed if 
people consciously avoid letting them influence their judgments. The researchers conducted four 
experiments; the first two provided evidence that automatic stereotypes can indeed influence 
people's responses, particularly when cognitive constraints are fairly severe and the person is not 
intentionally trying to counterstereotype. More importantly, experiments three and four suggest 
that perceiver intentions and cognitive constraints can influence a person's ability to moderate 
stereotype priming. Research participants that intentionally tried to countersteotype had 
significantly lower levels of stereotype priming. Findings suggest that automatic stereotyping can 
influence judgments of people, but that stereotypes can be suppressed if people consciously 
avoid letting stereotypes influence their judgments, and if they have the cognitive resources 
available to carry out their intentions. 
The present study will examine evaluation and promotion ratings of women and men 
leaders with equal qualifications. It is hypothesized that (1) women leaders will receive lower 
evaluation ratings, (2) lower like ability ratings, and (3) fewer promotion recommendations than 
their male counterparts. However, given that research on stereotyping and control suggests that 
people can control stereotypes when specifically directed to avoid letting them affect their 
judgments (Blair & Banaji, 1996; Macrae et al., 1996; Schneider, 2004), the present study will 
also investigate whether a warning about gender stereotypes can reduce gender-biased 
evaluations. It is hypothesized that (4) participants receiving a warning regarding the existence of 
gender-stereotypes will provide more positive evaluations of women leaders than those that do 
not receive the warning. 
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Chapter III: Methodology 
Gender stereotypical expectations have been found to lead to negative perceptions of 
women leaders, resulting in less favorable evaluations of women, lower likeability ratings and 
less frequent promotions than equally qualified men. The present study will evaluation these 
variables and examine whether a warning can reduce gender-biased evaluations. 
Participants 
Participants were 88 undergraduate students (45 females and 43 males) with a mean age 
of21.9 years (SD = 8.91) and median age of 19, recruited from the University of Wisconsin -
Stout. Participants received course credit in exchange for their participation in the study. Data 
from two participants were removed because they did not complete the materials. 
Procedures 
Participants were provided access to the research study via a link posted on the 
psychology participant pool website. Students that elected to participate in the study were 
provided with a set of online research materials, the first page of which assured voluntary 
participation and stated that completion of the materials would be interpreted as their given 
consent to participate. The study was said to be designed to examine the effect that different 
types of performance appraisals have on evaluations and whether format matters. Participants 
were then provided with background on the use of performance appraisals and told that for the 
purpose of the study they would be taking on the employer's role in rating an employee and 
making reward recommendations based on the employee's performance appraisal. 
Next, some participants received a warning regarding the existence of gender-stereotypes 
while others went straight to the Employee Performance Appraisal materials. The Employee 
Performance Appraisal materials consisted of background information on the employee's length 
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of time with the company (5 years), time spent in their present leadership position (4 years), 
department (Purchasing), position title (Level II Administrator), and appraisal period. This job 
was selected based on testing conducted by Heilman and Chen (2005) that validated the gender 
neutrality of the position. Also included was a list of performance factors/skills and the 
employee's work rating for each skill based on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) below 
standards to (5) commendable. The performance factors included on the appraisal were skills and 
knowledge, quality of work, dependability, flexibility, emotional stability, planning and 
organizing, delegation of tasks, and time management. The employee was rated 'above 
standards' on three of the factors/skills, 'exceeds standards' on four factors, and 'commendable' 
on one other. The final section of the performance appraisal was an open-ended section on the 
employee's work behavior and included a short summary consisting of task-oriented and 
interpersonal leadership skills. These leadership skills were included since previous research 
suggests that successful leaders tend to utilize both feminine and masculine leadership skills 
(Heilman et al., 1989; Eagly & Johnson, 1990). The Employee Performance Appraisal materials 
differed only on the gender of the employee being evaluation. 
The subsequent materials included a questionnaire that asked participants to rate the 
employee's job performance, likeability, and to provide reward recommendations using a 7-point 
Likert scale. The last portion of the research study asked for demographic information on 
participants' gender, age, year in school, if they are or were a supervisor, and if they ever had a 
female supervisor. Finally, participants were fully debriefed as to the purpose of the study and 
thanked for their participation. 
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Independent Variables 
Gender of Employee. The gender of the employee being evaluated varied by the name on 
the Employee Performance Appraisal (Jane Williams or James Williams) and by gender-relevant 
adjectives used to refer to the employee. 
Warning Condition. Some participants received a warning regarding the existence of 
gender-stereotypes, while others went straight to the research materials. The warning was 
designed to try to make participants consciously aware of gender-stereotypes in an attempt to 
reduce stereotyping: 
It is important to note that gender stereotypes influence people's view of others. 
For example, women are often thought of as nurturing, caring, and unselfish and 
men are thought to be firm, assertive, and competitive. As a result, if a woman is firm and 
competitive or a man is nurturing and caring they may be viewed negatively because they 
are acting against their gender-stereotype. 
Please attempt to provide a fair evaluation. 
Dependent Variables 
The study consisted of three primary dependent variables: performance evaluation, 
promotion, and likeability. 
Performance Scale. The performance evaluation scale consisted of four performance 
factors: Organizational skills, leadership skills, overall performance, and quality of work. Each 
factor was measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from (1) poor to (7) excellent. The items 
were tested for internal consistency using Cronbach's alpha and were found reliable, a = .824. 
Likeability. Participants also rated how likeable they found the employee on a similar 7-
point Likert scale from (1) very unlikable to (7) very likeable. 
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Promotion Scale. The promotion scale consisted of three reward recommendations: 
Salary increase, end-of-year bonus, and promotion. Each possible reward was measured using 
participants' ratings on a 7-point Likert scale from (1) very unlikely [to recommend] to (7) very 
likely. The items were tested for internal consistency using Cronbach's alpha; the initial scale 
resulted in a -.266 reliability score. However, after removing end-of-year bonus, the resulting 
two items formed a scale with a reliability of a = .823. 
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Chapter IV: Results 
Participant Ratings 
The means and standard deviations of participants' ratings of male and female employees 
for each dependent variable are shown in Table 1. As anticipated, participants receiving a 
warning regarding the existence of stereotypes gave female employees higher average ratings 
than those in the No Warning condition, with an average difference of 0.61 points. Contrary to 
prediction, participants in the Warning condition also gave male employees higher average 
ratings (with an average difference of 0.10 points) on all items except Quality of Work, Overall 
Performance and Likeability. 
Table 1 
Means (and Standard Deviations) of Male and Female Employee Ratings 
Female Employee Male Employee 
No Warning Warning No Warning Warning 
Performance Scale 5.65 (0.89) 6.20 (0.48) 6.03 (0.63) .6.14(0.58) 
Organizational Skills 5.48 (0.95) 5.95 (0.65) 5.60 (0.82) 5.96 (0.77) 
Quality of Work 5.65 (1.07) 6.32 (0.57) 6.35 (0.75) 6.35 (0.65) 
Leadership Skills 5.52 (1.08) 6.14 (0.71) 5.85 (1.18) 6.13 (0.69) 
Overall Performance 5.96 (0.98) 6.41 (0.59) 6.30 (0.73) 6.13 (0.82) 
Promotion Scale 5.39 (0.98) 6.00 (0.86) 5.98 (0.66) 6.13 (0.66) 
Likeability 5.39 (1.23) 6.27 (0.70) 6.30 (0.66) 6.30 (0.70) 
Note. Figures in parentheses to right of means are standard deviations. A total of 45 participants rated the female 
employee and 43 rated the male employee. The higher the mean, the higher the ratings. Ratings were on a 7-point 
scale. 
, 
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Preliminary ANOV A analyses, with gender of the participant included as an independent 
variable, indicated that participants' gender had no significant main effects. As such, male and 
female responses were combined for all subsequent analyses. 
Performance Evaluation 
To determine whether women leaders received lower evaluation ratings than men, and if 
there was an interaction between priming and employee gender, a 2 (Warning) x 2 (Gender) 
ANOV A was conducted on the combined performance evaluation items. There was a significant 
main effect of Warning, F(1, 84) = 5.53,p < .05, YJ2 = 0.062. Participants who received a warning 
gave higher performance ratings (M = 6.17, SD = .80) than those that did not receive a warning 
(M = 5.8, SD = .53). There was no significant main effect of Gender, F(1, 84) = 1.18, p = .28. 
There was also no significant interaction of Warning x Gender, F(1, 84) = 2.35,p = .129, YJ2 = 
.027. 
Two-way ANOV As were also conducted on each ofthe four performance factors with 
Warning x Gender as the independent variables. The additional analyses were performed since 
(1) the quality of work factor was less strongly related to the other factors, and (2) to further 
explore the different evaluation factors for educational purposes. 
On the Organizational Skills performance factor, a significant main effect of Warning 
was again obtained, F(1, 84) = 5.87, p < .05, YJ2 = 0.065, with participants who received a 
warning giving higher performance ratings (M = 5.96, SD = .71) than those that did not receive a 
warning (M = 5.53, SD = .88). The Leadership Skills performance factor produced a similar 
significant main effect of Warning, F(1, 84) = 5.02,p < .05, YJ2 = 0.056. 
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The Overall Perfonnance factor did not produce any significant main effects; however, 
there was a marginally significant interaction of Warning x Gender, F(1, 84) = 3.36,p = .07, 112 = 
0.038. Simple effects tests indicated that participants who received a warning gave female 
leaders higher ratings (M = 6.41, SD = .59) than those who did not receive a warning (M = 5.96, 
SD = .98); however, findings were only marginally significant F(l, 84) = 3.66,p = .059. The 
Quality of Work perfonnance factor produced a significant main effect of Gender, F(1, 84) = 
4.71,p < .05,112 = 0.053, with participants giving male employees higher ratings (M = 6.35, SD = 
.69) than female employees (M = 5.98, SD = .92). There was also a significant interaction of 
Warning x Gender, F(1, 84) = 3.97,p = .05,112 = 0.045. For the female employees, there was 
simple main effect of Warning, F(l, 84) = 8.29, p < .01, with participants who received a 
warning giving female leaders significantly higher ratings (M = 6.32, SD = .57) than those who 
did not receive a warning (M = 5.65, SD = 1.07), as illustrated in Figure 1. There was no simple 
main effect of Warning for male employees, F(1, 84) = .01,p < .01. 
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Likeability 
A 2 (Warning) x 2 (Gender) ANOVA was conducted with the Likeability Rating as the 
dependent variable to examine whether women leaders receive lower like ability ratings, and if 
there is an interaction between priming and employee gender. There was a significant main 
effect of Warning, F(1, 84) = 5.74, p < .05, YJ2 = 0.064, with participants who received a warning 
giving higher like ability ratings (M = 6.29, SD = .70) than those who did not receive a warning 
(M= 5.81, SD = 1.10). There was also a significant main effect of Gender, F(1, 84) = 6.47,p < 
.05, YJ2 = 0.072, with female employees receiving lower likeability ratings (M = 5.82, SD = 1.09) 
than their male counterparts (M = 6.30, SD = .67). These effects are qualified by a significant 
Warning x Gender interaction, F(1, 84) = 5.63,p < .05, YJ2 = .063. Simple effects tests indicated 
that participants who did not receive a warning gave female employees significantly lower 
ratings (M= 5.39, SD = 1.23) than those who received a warning (M= 6.27, SD = .703), F(l, 84) 
= 11.94,p < .01, as illustrated in Figure 2. There was no difference in male's ratings, F(l, 84) = 
.02,p = .996. 
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Promotion Scale 
A 2 (Warning) x 2 (Gender) ANOVA was conducted on the combined items from the 
promotion scale to examine whether women leaders received fewer promotion 
recommendations. A significant main effect of Warning was obtained, F(1, 84) = 4.95,p < .05, 
112 = 0.056, with participants who received a warning giving higher promotion ratings (M = 6.07, 
SD = .76) than those that did not receive a warning (M = 5.67, SD = .88). There was also a 
significant main effect of Gender, F(1, 84) = 4.32, p < .05,112 = 0.049, with female employees 
receiving lower promotion ratings (M = 5.69, SD = .96) than their male counterparts (M = 6.06, 
SD = .66). There was no significant interaction of Warning and Gender, F(1, 84) = 1.74,p = 
.191,112 = .020. 
Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusion 
Performance Evaluation Ratings 
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Findings show that, contrary to prediction, there was no difference between men and 
women's evaluation ratings on the Perfonnance Scale. This null finding may be a result ofthe 
type of materials used to evaluate employees. In an organizational setting, those conducting 
perfonnance evaluations typically have more infonnation about employees than the participants 
in the current study did. Interestingly, however, when items from the scale were examined 
separately, men were rated significantly higher on Quality of Work than women leaders. This 
finding aligns with previous research indicating that gender-biased evaluations increase when 
there is ambiguity of women's contributions (Heilman et al., 2004; Heilman & Haynes, 2005). 
While the perfonnance appraisal materials evaluated by participants rated the employees' 
Quality of Work as commendable (the highest rating possible), the materials may not have 
provided specific enough infonnation of successful contributions or excellent past perfonnance, 
leading to lower evaluation ratings of women. 
Likeability Ratings 
As hypothesized, women received significantly lower likeability ratings than their male 
counterparts. This finding is important because the participants did not interact with the 
employees, yet still gave women different ratings than men. These results align with research 
showing that when women take on successful roles, they are perceived as being less likable than 
men (Heilman et al., 2004). These findings have strong implications for women in organizations, 
since likeability can affect possible recommendations and promotions. 
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Promotion Recommendations 
As hypothesized, women received lower promotion ratings than their male counterparts. 
These results are consistent with findings from Lyness and Heilman (2006), suggesting women 
have to meet stricter standards than men to receive promotions; and research by Rosen and 
Jerdee (1974) and Stroh, Brett, and Reilly (1992), showing men to be promoted more frequently 
and accepted for positions significantly more often than equally qualified women. Findings also 
align with self reports from women in both male and female-dominated fields reporting greater 
pressures than men concerning underpromotion (Gardiner and Tiggemann, 1999). 
Warning of Gender-Stereotypes 
Contrary to prediction, participants in the Warning condition gave higher ratings in 
general. Those that received a warning gave higher performance ratings and promotion ratings, 
regardless of employees' gender, than participants that did not receive a warning. Unfortunately, 
these findings suggest that including a warning regarding the existence of gender-stereotypes 
prior to performance reviews does not reduce gender-stereotypical expectations but rather inflate 
ratings for both genders. However, this result could be due to the measurement tool utilized or 
the wording utilized in the warning. 
When items from the Performance Scale were examined separately, the warning was 
found to increase ratings of women employees' Quality of Work, and marginally increase ratings 
ofwomen's Overall Performance, whereas men received similar ratings regardless of warning. 
These findings suggest that gender-stereotypes do affect evaluator's perceptions of women 
leaders' quality of work, with women being held to stricter standards than men (Lyness and 
Heilman, 2006). However, findings also align with research by Blair and Banaji (1996) 
suggesting that stereotypes can be suppressed if people consciously avoid letting them influence 
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their judgments. Nevertheless, given that there was no interaction between warning and gender 
on the Promotion Scale, this effect may not be strong enough to warrant the use of a warning in 
regards to increasing promotions of women. 
On the other hand, a warning was shown to positively affect likeability ratings of women 
leaders. As discussed previously, women were rated less likeable than their male counterparts. 
Furthermore, that difference in likeability ratings disappeared when participants were provided 
with a warning regarding the existence of gender-stereotypes. These findings align with research 
showing that women are perceived as less likable than men when taking on successful leadership 
roles (Heilman et aI., 2004), and suggest that including a warning prior to performance reviews 
may lead to more positive perceptions of women leaders. 
Limitations 
There are many factors to consider when thinking about potential generalizability of the 
current study. Given that participants know their responses are being evaluated in these studies, it 
may have restrained their responses. Moreover, in organizational settings, the tendency to 
evaluate women leader unfavorably may be more common or accepted. A larger concern to 
generalizability is that in an organizational setting, those conducting performance evaluations 
typically have more information about employees than the participants in the current study did. 
The current study utilized a hypothetical leader and presented participants with a fairly brief 
summary of the leader's performance and behavior. Furthermore, a between-subjects design was 
used for this study. It would be beneficial to replicate the study using a within-subjects design, 
where participants evaluate both women and men. It would also be valuable to adapt the study to 
examine whether similar results would occur if a different measurement tool was utilized. 
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Additional research is needed to detennine whether similar responses would occur again or if the 
effects of the warning is isolated to this group of students. 
Conclusion 
Despite the limitations of the study and various additional questions to be addressed, the 
findings support the contention that gender stereotypical expectations dictate people's 
perceptions of the roles and actions deemed appropriate for women and men. People's 
perceptions of women and men, perfonning at exactly the same level, can be considerably 
different. Furthennore, the findings support research suggesting these gender-stereotypic 
expectations are consistent among genders, as are reactions to violations of such expectations 
(Butler & Geis, 1990; Heilman et al., 2004; Heilman & Chen, 2005). 
Findings concerning use of a warning regarding the existence of gender-stereotypes prior 
to perfonnance reviews are conflicting. Findings suggest that including a warning inflates 
evaluation ratings for both genders. Conversely, it was found to increase perceptions of women's 
quality of work, such that they were provided equal ratings as men. A warning was also found to 
positively affect likeability ratings of women leaders, so that participants receiving a warning 
rated women as likeable as men; whereas men received that same likeability rating regardless of 
a warning. However, given there was no interaction between warning and gender on the 
Promotion Scale, these effects may not be strong enough to warrant the use of a warning against 
such gender-stereotypes. Additional research is needed to better understand the implications of 
the use of a warning as an attempt to reduce the effect of gender stereotypical expectations on 
evaluations. 
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Appendix A: Research Materials 
Instructions 
This study is designed to examine the effect different types of performance appraisals have on 
evaluations and whether format matters. 
Performance appraisals are used to assess how well employees are meeting expectations of their 
position and to provide employees with feedback. Appraisals assist employees in understanding 
particular aspects ofthe job they are exceeding or meeting expectations as well as areas they can 
improve on. In addition, performance appraisals are used by employers in determining those that 
should receive pay raises and/or promotions. 
You will be provided an employee's performance appraisal. For the purpose of this study, you 
are going to take on the employer's role in rating the employee and making reward 
recommendations based on their performance appraisal. 
Priming Variable 
Some receive this message, others do not 
Important, please read 
It is important to note that gender stereotypes influence people's view of others. 
For example, women are often thought of as nurturing, caring, and unselfish and men are thought 
to be firm, assertive, and competitive. As a result, if a woman is firm and competitive or a man is 
nurturing and caring they may be viewed negatively because they are acting against their gender-
stereotype. 
Please attempt to provide a fair evaluation. 
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Employee Performance Appraisal Materials 
Male Leader Performance Appraisal 
Employee Perfonnance Appraisal 
Name (Last, FIrst): urgtOlvlslOlvoept: 
J ames Williams Purchasing 
UtttCtal posItion llUe: AppraISal penon: 
Level II Administrator From Nov. 2006 ITO Nov. 2007 
Tune III Present PosItion: I Tune wIth Company: I oepartment Use: 
4 years 5 years 
Perfonnance Factors Below Meets Above Exceeds Commendable Standards Standards Standards Standards 
Skills and knowledge X 
Quality of work X 
Dependability X 
Flexibility X 
Emotional stability X 
Planning and organizing X 
Delegation of tasks X 
Time management X 
Summary of Work Behavior 
James demonstrates accurate knowledge of company programs and tasks. He is structured, but 
energetic, and always meets expectations. 
James meets with employees regularly to discuss and plan future goals and tasks. He allows 
employees to complete tasks how they want as long as they meet their goals, but will also correct 
employees' failures. He praises good work, is respected by employees, and expects employees to 
respect each other. 
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Female Leader Performance Appraisal 
Employee Perfonnance Appraisal 
Name lLast, I:'Irst): urgtOlvlslOllioept: 
Jane Williams Purchasing 
UUlCIaI t'osltion litie: Appraisal t'enoo: 
Level II Administrator From Nov. 2006 ITo Nov. 2007 
Illne 111 t'resent t'osltion: I Time with company: I uepartment Use: 
4 years 5 years 
Perfonnance Factors Below Meets Above Exceeds Commendable Standards Standards Standards Standards 
Skills and knowledge X 
Quality of work X 
Dependability X 
Flexibility X 
Emotional stability X 
Planning and organizing X 
Delegation of tasks X 
Time management X 
Summary of Work Behavior 
Jane demonstrates accurate knowledge of company programs and tasks. She is structured, but 
energetic, and always meets expectations. 
Jane meets with employees regularly to discuss and plan future goals and tasks. She allows 
employees to complete tasks how they want as long as they meet their goals, but will also correct 
employees' failures. She praises good work, is respected by employees, and expects employees 
to respect each other. 
Appendix B: Questionnaire 
Ratings and Recommendations based on Performance Appraisal Materials 
Imagine you are the employer. Rate (Employee's name) on the following areas. 
(You are welcome to click back to the performance appraisal to help you provide the most 
accurate ratings.) 
How would you rate this employee's organizational skills over the past year? 
1 
Poor 
2 3 4 5 6 
How would you rate this employee's quality of work over the past year? 
1 
Poor 
2 3 4 5 6 
How would you rate this employee's leadership skills over the past year? 
1 
Poor 
2 3 4 5 6 
7 
Excellent 
7 
Excellent 
7 
Excellent 
Overall, how would you rate this employee's performance over the past year? 
1 
Poor 
2 3 4 5 
Give your assessment of this employee's likelihood of success. 
1 
Poor 
2 3 4 5 
6 
6 
7 
Excellent 
7 
Excellent 
Rate how likely you would be to recommend this employee for the following: 
Salary Increase 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very Unlikely Very Likely 
Promotion 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very Unlikely Very Likely 
End-of-year bonus 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very Unlikely Very Likely 
Overall, how likeable did you find this employee? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very Unlike able Very Likeable 
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Demographic Information 
Please answer the following questions as appropriate. 
What is your sex? 
Male 
Female 
What is your age? _ 
What is your year in school? 
Freshmen 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 
Are you, or were you, a manager/supervisor? 
Yes 
No 
If yes, for how long? _ 
Have you ever had a female supervisor? 
Yes 
No 
If yes, how positively would you rate the experience? (Please note, if you have had 
multiple female supervisors, the rating will be taken as an average rating) 
1 
Poor 
2 3 4 5 
Excellent 
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